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I. OPEN VIEW DOCTRINE & OPEN TO THE PUBLIC 
The state's reliance upon the open view doctrine 
providing that "one cannot have reasonable expectation of 
privacy in what is knowingly exposed to the public view" is 
misplaced. The State's lead witness, Detective Strangio 
clearly show that the Suzuki was not in open view. 
Defendant's Exhibit G showed Strangio's limited view of 
the vehicle from the travel way during his warrantless entry 
upon the Hiebert property. (Tr. P. 23-24; October 22, 2012 
Motion to Suppress Hearing) . 
Strangio described the Suzuki being parked "out of 
visual range from the roadway or anybody conducting normal 
course of business on that property". (Tr. P. 11, L. 17-24; 
June 22, 2011 Application for Search Warrant), and that the 
Suzuki was "secreted from public view or a view from anybody 
entering onto the property in itself" (Tr. P. 18, L. 5-11, 
June 22, 2011 Application for Search Warrant) . (See also Tr. 
P. 24-25, Ll-7; P 28, L9-21; October 22, 2012 Motion to 
Suppress) . 
After Detective Strangio entered the Hiebert property 
and parked near the residence and what was identified as a 
shop. (Tr. P.9 L.1-9; October 22, 2012 Motion to Suppress 
Hearing) (Def's Ex. B) Detective Strangio walked past a stop 
sign, no thru traffic sign and a no trespassing sign and 
followed the travel route through the Hiebert property 
illustrated in Defendant's Exhibit A. (Tr. P.17-18; October 
22, 2012 Motion to Suppress Hearing) (Def's Ex. A). 
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Exhibits A, B, C, D, E and F, clearly show that the 
Hiebert property is a gated property with clear signage 
directly people to stop immediately after entering the 
property. 
Rudy Hiebert, Sr. explained that if someone enters the 
Hiebert property, they are suppose to drive in through the 
gate and then stop at the shop and house area. (Tr. P. 33, 
L15-25, P. 34-35; October 22, 2012 Motion to Suppress) . 
The State's contention that the Suzuki was in open view 
in a location open to the public is in direct contradiction 
to the testimony of Strangio, the testimony of Rudy Hiebert, 
Sr., and the Exhibits admitted. 
CONCLUSION 
All evidence obtained as a result of Strangio's warrantless 
entry upon the Hiebert property should have been excluded. 
The District Court's Memorandum Opinion Re: Defendant's 
Motion to Suppress should be reversed and all of the State's 
evidence should be excluded. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ~YAi.Of May, 2014. 
&«. )-:!::= 
Rex A. Finney 
Attorney for Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
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Lawrence Wasden 
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